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DETAILED ACTION 

1. The following is a non- final Office action in response to communications received 
06/06/05. Claims 1, 2, 5, 8, 9, 13, and 15-18 have been amended. Claims 1-19 are pending. 

Response to Amendments/Requirement for Information 

2. Applicant's amendment to claim 13 is sufficient to overcome the 35 USC § 1 12, second 
paragraph rejection set forth in the previous office action. 

3. The documents provided are a sufficient response to the Requirement for Information set 
forth by the Examiner. 

Claim Objections 

4. Claim 9 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

Claim 9 recites "user entry of decision information for automatically programmatically 
selecting a task", which should more appropriately be -user entry of decision information for 
automatically and programmatically selecting a task-. 

Correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

5. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 3 and 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

6. Claim 3 recites "wherein the decision information comprises a logical procedure for 
processing data associated with a task to identify a task schedule". The term logical procedure, 
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in its broadest reasonable interpretation, is interpreted as a program with logic (i.e. software or a 
computer-implemented process). Claim 1 sets forth that decision information is data entered by 
user via the interface, the data used to select a task. It is unclear as to how information entered 
by a user would contain a logical procedure (or program). Clarification is required. For 
examination purposes, this limitation is construed as -the decision information invokes a logical 
procedure for processing data associated with a task to identify a task schedule-. 

7. Claim 5 recites "said decision information automatically and programmatically without 
user intervention select said task and assigns said identifier". However, this statement conflicts 
with claim 1, which states "automatically assigning a task representative identifier representing a 
selected task [. . . ] based on the application of the received information , in response to received 
information identifying an event". Therefore, claim 1 recites that the automatic process of 
assigning the identifier occurs in response to and based on received information. Therefore, this 
limitation of claim 5 seems to contradict the limitations of claim 1, wherein the identifier is 
assigned based on received information. Clarification is required. For examination purposes, 
examiner has construed this limitation as -said decision information automatically and 
programmatically without user intervention selects said task--. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

8. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed Tinder the treaty defined in section 35 1(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 
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Claims 1-6 and 8-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Voorhees (U.S. 2004/0039626). 

9. As per claim 1, Voorhees teaches a method for assigning an identifier to at least one of a 
plurality of displayable task schedules, comprising the activities of: 

a. initiating display of at least one interface menu supporting user entry of decision 
information for automatically selecting a task from a plurality of different tasks and assigning an 
identifier representing a selected task to a particular task schedule of a plurality of displayable 
task schedules associated with a corresponding plurality of different entities, in response to 
received information identifying an event, said particular task schedule being associated with a 
particular entity of said corresponding different entities (See figure 8 and paragraphs 0023, 0025, 
0029, 0041, and 0043-4, wherein a GUI is displayed to a user that allows the user to enter 
information that enacts the assigning of a task to one of the schedules managed by the system); 

b. receiving decision information entered via said at least one interface menu (See figure 8 
and paragraphs 0023-5 and 0043-5, wherein information is received via the interface menus); 

c. applying the received decision information (See paragraphs 0023-5, 0029, and 0043-4, 
wherein the information is applied); and 

d. automatically assigning a task representative identifier representing a selected task to be 
performed by said particular entity to said task schedule associated with said particular entity, 
based on the application of the received information, in response to received information 
identifying an event (See paragraphs 0023-5, 0029, and 0043-4, wherein an identifier of the task 
is assigned to the schedule of the entity based on the received information. See specifically 
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paragraph 0029 that discloses an updating engine that automatically assigns a task to an entity's 
calendar when then user schedules an appointment (predetermined event)). 

10. As per claim 2, Voorhees discloses automatically selecting said particular task schedule 
from said plurality of displayable task schedules, in response to said decision information and 
received information identifying an event (See figures 8-9, paragraphs 0025 and 0040-1, wherein 
the task schedule is selected based on received decision information from a user) and wherein 

the step of initiating display of at least one interface menu includes initiating display of 
menu elements prompting a user to identify at least (b) a source of decision information (See 
figure 4, paragraphs 0026, 0040, and 0043, where a user identifies a source of decision 
information (i.e. registered user with a stored profile)). 

11. As per claim 3, Voorhees discloses wherein the decision information invokes a logical 
procedure for processing data associated with a task to identify a task schedule for incorporating 
the task representative identifier (See figure 8 and paragraphs 0023, 0025, 0029, 0041, and 0043- 
4, wherein a GUI is displayed to a user that allows the user to enter information that enacts the 
assigning of a task to one of the schedules managed by the system). 

12. As per claim 4, Voorhees teaches wherein the data associated with a task comprises at 
least one of (a), (b) a time and date of performance of a medical procedure, (c), (d) location of 
performance of a medical procedure, (e), and (f) (See figure 8 and paragraphs 0023-5, 0041, and 
0043-4, wherein data associated with the task includes at least a date and time of the procedure 
and a location). 

13. As per claim 5, Voorhees discloses wherein said decision information automatically and 
programmatically without user intervention selects said task (See paragraphs 0025 and 0040-1) 
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and the entity comprises at least one of (a) a category of users, (b) one or more users 
currently designated to perform a healthcare worker role, and (c) (See figure 6 and paragraphs 
0008-9 and 0023-4, disclosing category of users, one or more users performing healthcare roles, 
etc.). 

14. As per claim 6, Voorhees discloses wherein: 

a. decision information identifies the predetermined event (See paragraphs 0023-5, 0029, 
and 0043-4, wherein the decision information is used to identify the predetermined event (the 
scheduling of an appointment) and the system automatically assigns a task to an entity's 
calendar); and 

b. the predetermined event corresponds to at least one of (a) patient admission, (b) 
beginning of a medical procedure, (c) end of a medical procedure, (d) a user defined event based 
on information acquired (See figure 8 and paragraphs 0023-5, 0041, and 0043-4, wherein the 
scheduled appointment corresponds to at least the beginning of a medical procedure. See also 
0030, wherein the appointment involves a telemedicine event). 

15. As per claim 8, Voorhees teaches steps a, b, c, and d, as set forth above with regards to 
claim 1 . Voorhees further discloses said particular task schedule being associated with a 
particular entity of said corresponding plurality of different entities and accessible by the 
particular entity (See at least paragraph 0024, wherein the doctor accesses the system and his/her 
schedule), the decision information including: 

i. an executable procedure for processing data associated with a task to identify a 
task schedule for incorporating the task representative identifier (See paragraphs 0023-5, 
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0029, 0043-4, wherein the information is processed to identify a doctor and a doctor's 
schedule), and 

ii. an event for triggering application of the procedure in allocating the task 
representative identifier to the identified task schedule (See paragraphs 0023-5, 0029, and 
0043-4, wherein an identifier of the task is allocated to the schedule of the entity based on 
the submission of information by the patient. See specifically paragraph 0029 that 
discloses an updating engine that is automatically triggered to allocate the task identifier 
to the entity's calendar). 

16. Claim 9 recites equivalent limitations to claim 1, element a. and claim 4 and is therefore 
rejected using the same art and rationale set forth above. 

17. Claim 10 recites equivalent limitations to claim 6 and is therefore rejected using the same 
art and rationale set forth above. 

18. As per claim 1 1 , Voorhees discloses acquiring the data associated with a task (See 
paragraphs 0022 and 0040, wherein data is acquired from the patient). 

19. As per claim 12, Voorhees teaches wherein: 

a. the procedure conditions allocation of the task to the task schedule associated with 
the particular entity upon coincidence of a plurality of occurrences (See paragraphs 0023-5, 
0029, and 0040); and 

b. further including acquiring data to identify the coincidence of the plurality of 
occurrences (See paragraphs 0023-5, 0029, and 0040, wherein data is acquired to identify the 
coincidences, such as an appointment scheduled and occurring. See also paragraph 0029, 
wherein a survey is given to the patient). 
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20. As per claim 13, Voorhees discloses: 

a. the triggering event is conditioned upon coincidence of a plurality of occurrences 
(See paragraphs 0023-5, 0029, and 0040); and 

b. further including acquiring data to identify the coincidence of the plurality of 
occurrences (See paragraphs 0023-5, 0029, and 0040, wherein data is acquired to identify the 
coincidences, such as an appointment scheduled and occurring. See also paragraph 0029, 
wherein a survey is given to the patient). 

21 . As per claim 14, Voorhees teaches applying the received decision information in 
removing a task representative identifier from the task schedule associated with the particular 
entity in response to occurrence of a triggering event (See paragraphs 0024 and 0029, wherein a 
task is removed from an entity's schedule and the schedule is updated). 

22. As per claim 15, Voorhees teaches step ai, as set forth above in the rejection of claim 1. 
Voorhees further teaches ii. initiating display of an updated task schedule associated with the 
particular entity, the updated task schedule being generated in response to applying received 
decision information, in automatically assigning a task representative identifier representing a 
task to be performed by said particular entity, to said task schedule associated with said 
particular entity in response to received information identifying an event (See paragraphs 0023- 
5, 0029, and 0043-4, wherein an identifier of the task is assigned to the schedule of the entity 
based on the received information. See paragraphs 0024 and 0029, wherein updating of 
schedules occurs). 

23. As per claim 16, Voorhees teaches the elements of claim 16, as explained above with 
regards to claims 8 and 15. Claim 16 is rejected using the same art and rationale set forth above. 
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24. As per claims 17 and 18, claims 17 and 18 recite equivalent limitations to claims 8 and 1, 
respectively, and are therefore rejected using the same art and rationale set forth above. 

25. As per claim 19, Voorhees discloses a computer program embodied within a computer 
readable medium using the method of claim 1 (See figure 8 and paragraphs 0022-3, 0025, 0027, 
and 0043-4). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

26. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Voorhees (U.S. 
2004/0039626) in view of Burko (U.S. 2002/0156672) 

27. As per claim 7, Voorhees discloses applying the received decision information in 
assigning a plurality of task representative identifiers associated with a particular entity (See 
paragraphs 0023-5, 0029, and 0043-4, wherein the identifiers are assigned to tasks) as well as 
causing tasks to occur based on the occurrence of a triggering event (See paragraphs 0023-5, 
wherein the tasks occur in a particular order based on a triggering event). 

However, Voorhees does not expressly disclose prioritizing the plurality of tasks assigned 
to a particular entity based on triggering events. 

Burko discloses an integrated scheduling system that prioritizing the plurality of tasks 
assigned to a particular entity based on triggering events (See paragraphs 0012, 0026, 0053-4, 
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wherein the system schedules appointments based on priority, priority triggered by urgency, 
information about the customer (family member, paid priority status, etc.)). 

Both Voorhees and Burko present systems that automate the scheduling of an 
appointment with a doctor. Scheduling appointments based on priority, such as emergency 
situations, is old and well known in the art. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to prioritize the scheduling of tasks in order to 
increase the quality of care given to users by ordering the tasks based on the needs and profile of 
the user in a consistent manner. See paragraphs 0007-0009 and 0012. 

Response to Arguments 

28. Applicant's arguments, see communication, pages 16-17, filed 06/06/05, with respect to 
the rejection of claim 7 have been fully considered and are persuasive. Therefore, the rejection 
has been withdrawn. However, upon further consideration, new grounds of rejection have been 
established above. 

29. Applicant's arguments with regards to Voorhees (U.S. 2004/0039626) have been folly 
considered, but they are not persuasive. In the remarks, applicant argues that Voorhees does not 
teach or suggest (1) automatically assigning an identifier representing a selected task to be 
performed by an entity and the task is automatically selected from a plurality of different tasks 
by applying the decision information in response to received information identifying the event, 
(2) as per claim 2, automatically selecting said particular task schedule from said plurality of 
displayable task schedules in response to said decision information and received information 
identifying an event, (3) menu elements prompting the user to identify at least one of (a)-(c), (4) 
as per claim 3, use of a logical procedure for processing data associated with a task to identify a 
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task schedule, (5) as per claim 12, allocation of the task to the task schedule upon coincidence of 
a plurality of occurrences and further including acquiring data to identify the coincidence of the 
plurality of occurrences. 

In response to argument (1), Examiner respectfully disagrees. The claims recite that an 
interface supports user entry of decision information for automatically selecting a task from a 
plurality of different tasks and assigning an identifier representing a selected task to a particular 
task schedule, in response to received information identifying an event. Therefore, two actions 
are occurring: automatic selection of a task and assigning an identifier to a task schedule in 
response to received information identifying an event. A user interface supports a user entering 
information for the purpose of causing these events. Examiner points out that the way claim 1 is 
written, the automated steps are performed after some entry or input by the user. Voorhees 
teaches a system wherein a GUI is displayed to a user that allows the user to enter information 
that enacts the assigning of a task to one of the schedules managed by the system. Voorhees 
teaches that a seeker is shown a selected task based on the automated search of the system. If the 
task works with the seeker, the seeker fills out a form or chart (either automatically or manually) 
identifying the event of the meeting and submits it to the system. The system then automatically 
updates the target's calendar to indicate the non-availability of the selected time (i.e. assigns an 
identifier to the schedule of the target). See figure 8 and paragraphs 0023, 0025, 0029, 0041, and 
0043-4. 

In response to argument (2), Examiner respectfully disagrees. See paragraphs 0025 and 
0040-1, wherein the task schedule is automatically selected from a plurality of target's schedules 
stored in the system. The user (or "seeker") inputs criteria and other information concerning an 
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event to be scheduled with a doctor (or "target"). Using this information, a decision will be 
made by the computer system as to which doctors (or "targets") will satisfy the seekers 
information. See figures 8-9, paragraphs 0040-1. 

In response to argument (3), Examiner respectfully disagrees. Examiner points out that 
decision information is information entered by a user, as recited in the limitations of claim 1. 
Examiner also points out that claim 2 requires that the menu elements prompt a user to identify 
at least one of (a)-(c). Voorhees discloses at least element (b), wherein the menu prompts the 
user to identify at least a source of the decision information (or user entered information). 
Voorhees discloses a menu in figures 4 and 8 and discusses user interfaces in at least paragraph 
0043. Through these interface menus and inputs, the user will identify him/herself as the 
supplier of the information and will also identify the basis for the system to begin scheduling the 
appointment. 

In response to argument (4), Examiner respectfully disagrees. Claim 3 recites "a logical 
procedure". The term logical procedure, in its broadest reasonable interpretation, is interpreted 
as a program with logic (i.e. software or a computer-implemented process). Based on the 35 
USC § 1 12, 2 nd paragraph, rejection set forth above, this limitation is interpreted as "the decision 
information invokes a logical procedure". Voorhees discloses a user entering information that 
causes a decision to be made concerning a scheduling of an event. The user enters at least 
identification information and criteria into the interface of the system and the system utilizes this 
information to retrieve and present a doctor (who has an availability schedule). If the doctor 
satisfies the seeker, the system automatically updates the doctors schedule to include the task of 
the appointment. See figure 8 and paragraphs 0023, 0025, 0029, 0041, and 0043-4, wherein a 
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GUI is displayed to a user that allows the user to enter information that enacts the assigning of a 
task to one of the schedules managed by the system 

In response to argument (5), Examiner respectfully disagrees. Voorhees discloses 
multiple targets and multiple seekers, all of which are interacting with the system. The multiple 
targets are all interacting with the system to set up an availability schedule and the multiple 
seekers are searching the system based on their availability to arrange meetings with the targets. 
Therefore, allocation of the task to a specific target occurs upon the concurrence of a plurality of 
occurrences (the target setting up the availability schedule, the target being available, the seeker 
utilizing the system, and the seeker being available at the same time as the target). The system 
acquires the information from the seekers and the targets via interfaces and facilities the 
identification of these concurrences. See paragraphs 0023-5, 0029, and 0040 and figures 3, 6, 
and 8. If something else is meant by the term "coincidence" it should be clearly recited in the 
claim to receive the proper patentable weight. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Beth Van Doren whose telephone number is (571) 272-6737. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F, 8:30-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tariq Hafiz can be reached on (571) 272-6729. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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